Staff meetings in general dental practices represent what is believed to be a key management strategy to build teams and to enhance efficiency and effectiveness.
Introduction
Staff meetings are an integral, yet potentially underutilized management strategy in many dental practices throughout the country. Staff meetings promote team unity, better efficiency and productivity, stronger relationships, enable better conflict resolution, and create opportunity for growth and development of team members and the practice as a whole. Team members learn leadership skills that enable better collaboration between members and delegation of responsibilities, which can lead to better employee satisfaction and lower turnover.
A review of the literature concerning staff meetings reveals many advice or suggestion articles but very few scientific and statistically relevant articles. In 1995 Dunning, Lange, and Christrup researched staff meetings as perceived by dental assistants [1] . They wrote one of the first research articles to elucidate findings about the number, purposes and ratings of staff meetings in dental offices from the perspective of dental assistants.
A study was conducted by Johns et al.
to discover the factors of career retention for hygienists in Texas [2] . They discovered that, while salary and family responsibility were the biggest factors in reten-238. Vol 2, No 4,2011 A preliminary study of staff meetings as viewed by dental hygienists tion, increased and effective communication along with participation in decisionmaking were also very important factors to their retention. Conversely, they discovered that the lack of participation in decision-making, lack of collaboration with their employer, and lack of respect were major factors in their decision to leave their current office.
A review of the "advice" articles identified these attributes as most critical to the success of staff meetings [3] [4] [5] [6] [7] [8] [9] It is easy to see why effective staff meetings would be beneficial to the employees that work directly with the dentist, such as the dental assistant, receptionist, or office manager. However, we aimed to find out how staff meetings are perceived by hygienists, an employee who devotes most of his/her day working independently of the dentist.
Methods
The purpose of the study was to gain insight on staff meetings as perceived by dental hygienists. As a vital dental team member devoting most of his/her day working independently of the dentist, we http://www.dentalhypotheses.com Dunning DG, et Women comprised 99% of the respondents, with 89% working in general dental practices (89%),mostly one-dentist offices (53%) with six or more total full-time equivalent staff members (57%) and having an office manager (75%). A majority of 61% of the hygienists had worked for 3 or more years in their practices. Fortythree percent of offices held morning huddles, with a vast majority of these (89%) being daily. Extrapolating for this finding, approximately 38% of dental offices hold daily staff meetings (43%x .89).
Fifty-six percent of the morning huddles were led by the owner-dentist, although in 28% of practices staff members and the dentist took turns facilitating the morning huddle. On a scale of 1 -5 with 1 being 240. Vol 2, No 4,2011
A preliminary study of staff meetings as viewed by dental hygienists very unsuccessful and 5 being very successful, hygienists rated huddles at 3.6.
Seventy-two percent of offices offered staff meetings, a longer gathering of approximately 1 -2 hours. The great majority of staff meetings were conducted monthly (38%)or quarterly (30%). Seventy-seven percent were scheduled and most perceived as organized (67%). Relatively few offices conduct meetings specifically focused on the hygiene area (12%) in order to track produc-tivity, recall effectiveness, hygiene cancellations, and so forth, though the rating of successfulness of such meetings was high at 3.9 http://www.dentalhypotheses.com The relationship between staff meetings and ratings of staff relationships did yield a probability level of .08 (tending toward higher ratings for offices with staff meetings).
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Discussion
The findings of this preliminary research point to several key II take-home II messages about dental hygienists and staff meetings. First, only approximately 43% of offices appear to hold morning huddles in spite of recommendations that these be routinely conducted [12, 14] . find it fruitful to find out for the dental practice community what "respect" means in practical ways to dental hygienists.
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